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BCC ITEM 4(H)
June 7, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 93-91, AS AMENDED BY ORDINANCE
NO. 96- 101, TO RESCIND TWO CENTS OF THE REMAINING THREE CENTS OF
THE 1993 FIVE CENTS CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS LOCAL OPTION GAS TAX;
PROVIDING WAIVER OF SECTION 2-1 OF THE CODE OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY,
FLORIDA, RULE 5.06(F); DIRECTING CLERK OF THE BOARD TO MAIL
CERTIFIED COPY HEREOF TO THE FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE IN
TALLAHASSEE FLORIDA; AND PROVIDING SEVERABILITY, INCLUSION IN CODE
AND EFFECTIVE DATE

Commissioner Natacha Seijas
Commissioner Rebeca Sosa

L SUMMARY

This ordinance would roll-back the Local Option Gas Tax (LOGT) for Capital
Improvements from 3 cents to 1 cent.

1L PRESENT SITUATION

Florid Statutes Sec. 336.025(1)(b) allows for counties to assess up to 5 cents in Local
Option Gas Taxes for Capital Improvements associated with Transportation
Expenditures.

- Miami-Dade County originally levied the entire 5 cent LOGT.

However, in 1996 the Board of County Commissioners elected to rollback the LOGT to 3
cents. :

In FY 2004-2005 the County collected approximately $26 million.

Through an Interlocal Agreement with municipalities, the County keeps 74% ($19.3
million for FY 2004-2005) of the money collected for this purpose. The additional 26%
(or $6.7 million) is distributed to the municipalities via a weighted formula (75%
population and 25% center-line road miles).

(SEE ATTACMENT 3): Estimated municipal distributions.

There are currently 6 different fuel taxes assessed per gallon in Miaini««])ade

County.
II. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

Theoretically, this rollback would reduce the cost of gas, for consumers, by 2 cents per
gallon. ' '

TG | | 6/3/2005
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June 7, 2005

A previous report, on March 21, 2000, by then County Manager stated the following:

We have advised the Board that retail fuel prices are driven by far more significant factors than local
pption gas tax levels and that it is our belief that any reduction in jocal option gas tax levels likely will not
benefit gas consumers, There is no guarantee any savings will be passed on to the consumer. If the
savings is not passed on, we will simply be fattening the pockets of fuel distributors and retailers. To help
malke that point, | have attached a table (Attachment 1) that was produced to show the effect of the
County's most recent local option gas tax decisions on retait fuel prices.

This ordinance would reduce LOGT collections by 2 cents per gallon (or 66%).
Fuﬁher, this would reduce the amount distributed to municipalities by 66%.

This LOGT is one of the revenue sources utilized by the Peoples’ Transportation Plan
(PTP).

The PTP Pro-forma would have to be adjusted accordingly to reflect the reduction in this
revenue source.
IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

(SEE ATTACHMENT 1)

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
Attachment 2: AAA fuel averages.
Attachment 3: Estimated Municipal distribution of LOGT for FY 2004-2005.

Attachment 4: Other counties in Florida levying this LOGT.

TG | 6/3/2005



ATTACHMENT 1

LOCAL OPTION GAS TAX

WMiami-Dade County currently collects 3 cents, out of a possible 5 cents, (or
approximately $26 million smmnally) from this Local Option Gas Tax (LOGT) for
Capital Inprovements, :

Section 336.025 Florida Statutes allows the Board of County Commissioners 1o Jmpoess or

rollback, any increment up fo 5 cents,
Ay amount bigher wauld require approval by the State Legislature

This possible .05 cent Gas Tax js divided by an Tnterlocal Agreement as follows:
74% Clounty / 26% Divided by Cities

Churrent breakdown on 3 cent Local Option Gas Tax: $26 maillion
$19.3 million — County Share (74%)
$ 6.7 million - Cities Share (26%)

A.reducﬁén of 1 cent would mean 2 rednction in revenues of approximately $8.7 million
$6.4 million - County Share (74%)
$2.3 million - Cities Share (26%)

A rednetion of 2 cents would mean areduction in revennes of approximately $17 4 million

$12.8 million - County Share (74%)
¢ 4,6 million - Cities Share (26%)

" % There are 6 different Gas Taxes.

~ * The tax cutlined in this memo is available for all County Trangportation Cagital Projects.

% Of the 74% County Share of this tax, at least 20% st be used on UMSA. projects.
However, the current split has been approximately 50/50 UMSA. vs, County projects.

* There is no Sunset Provision on the Interlocal Agreement' guiding this Local Option Gas
tax. '

#% The rednctions in revermes Hsted above do not take into account any “Price Blasticity™
that may occur dus to a reduction of gas prices. '

Will people be more likely to purchase nore fuel af 2 centy Tess per gallon ¢



ATTACHMENT 2

AAA Fuel Price Report as of June 3, 2005

National Unleaded Average

Regular i ____Premium

Yesterday Avy.

Year Ago Avg.

Fort Lauderdale Regular Mid Premium Diesel
Current $2.200 $2.384 $2.428 $2.329
Yesterday $2.200 $2.384 $2.428 $2.319
Month Ago $é.257 $2.445 $2.490 $2.337
Yeaar Ago $2.074 $2.247 $2.2L%8 $1.866

Metropolitan Miami Area . Regular Mid | Premium Diesel
Current $2.197 $2.380  $2.424 $2.361
Yesterday $2.196 $2.379 $2.423 .$2.36'I
Month Ago $2.305 $2.497 $2.543 $2.'433
Year Ago $2.078 $2.251 $2.292 $1.867

% There has been 2 7 cent drop in the average price per gallon for Regular Unleaded
Gasoline since this Agenda Item was introduced on May 12, 2005,



ATTACHMENT 3

| Estimated Local Option Gas Tax Distribution fo Municipalities

The Colmmn on the right depicts the estimated amounts municip alities in Miami
Dade County wowld receive in 2005 at the current rate of 3 cents.

BOCC Misml-Datle
‘Aveniura
Bal Harbour
Bay Harbor kslands
Bisgayhe Park
Coral Gables
Doral
Bl Portal
FFloride City
f3olden Beath
Hinleah
. Higlesh Gandens
- Homeatead
Iedian Creak
Key Blapayne
Medley
diarn!
Miawmni Bsash
Miami Gardens
izt Lakes
Mitami Shores
Miaml SBpings
Merth Bay
Morth Migim Beach
Merth Migm]
Opa Locka
Palmetin Bay
Finecreat
South Miarni
Sumny leles Baach
Surfside
Sweetwater
Virginia Gardens
West Miami

0.p6

70.7000000
1. ABAEED0
1.0588000
0.1 125700
(1,0834300
1,3458500
0.5848000
00738200
(12480800
0.04449700
5,2874200
04346000
08872000
1,0058300
0.2384900
0.0854100
$.0528600
1.4898200
24462600
0.6044300
{1.2822300
0.4597800

0.1335500°

10125400
1,3937200
08500200
07474800
0.6012200
0.3087100
02532800
0.11B8800
0.30727200
0.2572800
1363600
100.0000000

& 44,435,308
310,827
37 585
70,751
52,482
B4E,B74
367,550
45,459
154,660
27,761
23,320,455

273448

557,666
3727
150,470
53,881
5,067,548
1,238,105
1,537,487
579,919
177,383
288,961
83,887
556,449
B75,.860
226,274
469,782
377870
182,382
184,384
TATIT
180,251
36,00
a2 03
5 62,860,504

6,02

740000000
04388500
D.pE30700
0.08B8800
0.0882300
1.1942700
0.5183400
00556000
0.2185700
0.0381800
4,700780C
0, 3856600

07673800
0.0052600
02124500
0.L757900
71547500
17480500
21707500
0.5364000

» 02504500

0.4079800
0.4185100
0.8885800
4,2367500
£,3124700
LBEIZTON
0.8335000
0.2716300

- 0,2602600
£,10543900
0.2688300
0.0508200

. DLa20BER0
100,0000000

$ 20,637.h81
121,798
14,720
27,723
24,4487
331,458
144,027
18,207
60,606
10,877
1,304,556
107,088

218,524, .

1,480
68,558
21,028
1,985,731
485,154
602,471
148,875
69,510
118,231
22,801
248,295
343,248
BE, D66
184,084
148,068
75,358
72,283
20,278
74,656
14,108

SO % -1
§ 27,754,028



ATTACHMENT 4 v

LOCAL OPTION TAXES
(Continned)

COUNTY LOCAL QPTION MOTOR FUEL TAX

Plorida Statutes: Section 336.025(1)(b), F.5.
Section 206.41(1)(e)

Administered by Department of Revenue
DISPOSITION

The departrent veturns the proceeds to the county where the revenue is collected and depoits fimds into the local option
firel tax trust fand. ‘

BASE AND RATE

Any county may levy one through five cents of tex upon & majority pls one vote of the county commassion or by
cefersndum. The tax is fmposed on motor fusl sold at vetail within a county in which the tax iz anthorized Until Joge 30,
1996, retail motor fuel dealers collect and remit the tax to the Department of Reverme, Effective July 1, 199a,.
whalesalers remit the tax,

Connty rad municipal goverments must spend these funds on tansportation expenditures needed to meet the
requirements of the capital improvements element of an adopted comprehensive plan. :

COUNTIES LEVYING TAX (as of 1/2005)

Broward 5 Mertin 5
Charlotte 5 Miami-Dads 3
Collier 5 |FPamPeach |35
Colymbin 5 | Polk 5
Desoto 5 8t Lacie 5
Hendry 2 Sarasota 5
.| Hernando 2 Snwannse 5
Highlands 5 | Volusia 5
Lee 5
o =

164



BCC Item 4(K)
“June 7, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

ORDINANCE PERTAINING TO PARK IMPACT FEE; AMENDING CHAPTER 33H OF
THE CODE OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA; UPDATING LAND AND
IMPROVEMENT COSTS; MODIFYING DEFINITIONS, PARK IMPACT FEE
SCHEDULE, CONIRIBUTIONS IN LIEU OF IMPACT FEE; PROVIDING FOR
AUTOMATIC ADJUSTMENT OF FEE BASED ON CONSUMER PRICE INDEX AND
OTHER CREDITS; PROVIDING ANNUAL PUBLIC COMMENT ON IMPACT FEE
REPORT: PROVIDING APPLICARILITY; PROVIDING SEVERABILITY, INCLUSION

IN THE CODE AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE
' Park and Recreation Department

I SUMMARY

The park impact fee has not been adjusted since 1594,

o The proposal represents a significant increase in the park impact fee, which must
be paid before a residential building permit is issued in an unincorporated area.

» The proposal requires the Manager to periodically adjust the park impact fee
according to the Consumer Price Index (CPI), which becomes effective on

- October 1 of each year, unless otherwise directed by the Commission.

s The initial fee adjustment apples to FY2006-2007, with a phase-in of 3 years

» The Manager must conduct a public meeting to present a financial and
‘management report on the park impact fee and to receive public comment.

II. PRESENT SITUATION

Chapter 33H of the Code relates to the Park Impact Fee Ordinance, which applies only to
the development of property for residential use located within the boundaries of the -
unincorporated area of the County. The purpose is to “require that future residential
growth contribute its fair share to the cost of additions and improvements to the County's
public park system in amounts reasonably anticipated to offset the impacts and demands
generated by such growth.”

The Manager shall periodically review the park impact fee ordinance and manual, and
make recommendations for revisions to the Commission. The Commission has not
revised the schedules of fees or related tables since 1994, resulting in fees that do not
reflect the costs of providing park services to residents of the unincorporated areas,

The park impact fee schedule is the combined park open space fee and the park
improvement fee, based on a per dwelling unit. Based on greater population density per
unit, the fees for single-family detached dwellings are highest, single family attached
dwellings are less, and multi-family dwellings are the lowest.

The feepayer may request the Director of the Park and Recreation Department to

determine if a feepayer can get credit for improvements to a local park or pay park
improvement fees, or a combination. The Director has 30 days to make a determination,

DP Last Updated: June 3, 2005
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Each feepayer shall pay an administrative fee of 7.5% in addition to the park impact fee.
III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

The proposal represents a significant increase in the park impact fee, for all type dwelling
units, which must be paid before a residential building permit is issued in an
unincorporated area.

The proposal requires the Manager to periodically adjust the impact fee schedule, the
open space costs table and the improvement costs table, according to changes in the
Consumer Price Index. The park impact fee will also be periodically adjusted to reflect
changes in the tax credit for park capital improvements. Unless otherwise directed by the
Commission, these adjustments will be effective on October 1 of each year.

The initial adjustments apply to the FY 2006-2007 County budget, with a phase-in of
three years (60%, 80%, and 100%). The adjusted impact fee schedule will be kept on file
with the Department of Planning and Zoning, Impact Fee Administration Office, so that
those seeking to pull a permit will know the proper fee.

Within 120 days of the end of a fiscal year, the Office of Capital Improvements must
submit a financial and management report to the Manager on the park impact fee trust
funds. The Manager must conduct a public meeting to present a financial and
management report on the park impact fee and to receive public comment on the report
and the program. The Manager must then report to the Commission and advise it of
recommended changes.

Projects involving less than 50 residential units or less must pay the park improvement
fee, and cannot request a determination regarding credits for improvements to local parks.
Projects involving 50 or more can still request such a determination.

The proposal also makes several technical chmges to the section on definitions.
IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

According to the Impact Fee Office, the annual amount collected for the park impact fee
is $8 million per year. The proposal would increase revenue to $15.5 million per year.

Due to the incorporation of new municipalities, the area subject to the fee decreases, and
therefore total revenue would not increase in the same proportion as the increase in fees.

The adjustment for CPI may not accurately reflect the specific cost factors in providing
park services (the purchase of open space, and the itemized breakdown of improvement
costs). Given the sharp increase in real estate values in Miami-Dade County, the CPI will
likely underestimate the increases in specific cost factors.

DP . Last Updated: June 3, 2005
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June 7, 2005

V.  COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

The proposal requires the Manager to perfodically adjust the park impact fee ordinance
and mannal. Under the County Charter, the Commission cannot delegate to the Manager,
or other entity, the power to amend an ordinance. Therefore, the ordinance itself will not
change until amended by the Commission. However, since the proposal does not provide
any discretion in the periodic adjustment of the fee schedule and tables, the Commission
can delegate to the Manager the ministerial duty of making these adjustments.

In 33H-4(h)(5), the proposal provides for a periodic adjustment of the amount of the tax
credit for the local park open space monetary fee, as found in 33H-~6(a)(1). The formula
for the fee has the amount reduced by crediting ad valorem taxes paid for capital
expansion of local parks. Though phrased differently, this is intended to be the same
amount described as credit for outstanding debt from General Obligation Bonds for park
capital projects.

The proposal does not provide for a periodic adjustment of population density in new
Table 2 (for persons per dwelling unit). Currently the population density “shall be in
accordance with the latest available census data,” Such data is not annually revised by the
U.S. Census Burean, so the proposal reflects data from the 2000 decennial census.

DP ' Last Updated: June 3, 2005



BCC ITEMS 4(Q), 4(R)
June 7, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT

ORDINANCE GRANTING ENTERPRISE ZONE AD VALOREM TAX EXEMPTION
UNDER ORDINANCE 96-74 FOR RK.M.R., INC. d/b/a HIGH TECH ELECTRONICS.
Office of Community and Economic Development

ORDINANCE GRANTING ENTERPRISE ZONE AD VALOREM TAX EXEMPTION
UNDER ORDINANCE 96-74 FOR LEASA INDUSTRIES CO., INC.
Office of Community and Economic Development
I. SUMMARY

The Office of Community and Economic Development (OCED) recommends that the
Board of County Commissioners (BCC) approve the ordinances granting Enterprise Zone
Ad Valorem Tax Exemption to RKX.M.R., Inc. d/b/a High Tech Blectronics and LEASA
Industries Co., Inc.

IL PRESENT SITIJATION

The Enterprise Zone Ad Valorem Tax Exemption was authorized by the BCC through
Ordinance 88-27 and revised under Ordinance 96-74. In order to be eligible for the
exemption, a new or expanding business must creaie a minimum of five (5) new full-time
jobs. If 20% or more of the company’s employees are residents of an Enterprise Zone, the
exemption for that year will be 100% of the assessed value of all improved real property
or tangible personal property. If the company does not meet the 20% rule, then its
exemption will be limited to 50% of the assessed value. OCED will monitor the firm’s
compliance during the life of the exemption.

I[l. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION
None,

v, ECONOMIC IMPACT

BCC Item A4Q) 4(R)

Company REK.MR.,, Inc. d/b/aHigh | LEASA Industries Co., Inc.
Tech Electronics

Projected Total Jobs 9. 73

Projected New Jobs 9 31

EZ Employees 5 (55%) 39 (53%)

Total New Investment $150,000 $60,000

Term 5 years 5 years

Exemption Per Year $374.41 $463.00

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

None.

BM
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BCC ITEM 4(5)
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 2-8.1(1) OF THE CODE OF MIAMI-DADE
COUNTY: PROVIDING FOR APPROPRIATE REFERENCE TO THE SMALL
BUSINESS ENTERPRISE PROGRAM: PROVIDING SEVERABILITY, INCLUSION IN

THE CODE, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE
' Procurement Management Department

L SUMMARY

This Ordinance replaces the references to Minority Business Enterprise, Black Business
Enterprise, Hispanic Business Enterprise, and Women Business Enterprise, with Small
Business Enterprises in Sec. 2-8.1(1) of the Code, relating to the Code of Business Ethics.

II.  PRESENT SITUATION

On August 20, 2004, in the Hershell Gill decision, a federal judge ruled that three of the
County’s programs in contracts were applied in an unconstitutional manner: Black
Business Enterprise, Hispanic Business Enterprise, and Women Business Enterprise
programs (collectively referred to as Minority Business Enterprise, or MBE).

In its decision, the judge found the County lacked the required evidence of diserimination
against Black, Hispanic and Women owned architectural and engineering firms which
would justify the application of program measures to assist those firms. The judge
permanently enjoined the County from using the race, ethnic and gender based program
measures that favor MBEs. i

On February 1, 2005, the Commission created the Small Business Enterprise program
(SBE) in response to Hershell Gill, to address the needs of certain small businesses
without relying on the prohibited program measures of the MBE programs.

. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

This Ordinance replaces the references to Minority Business Enterprise (MBE), Black
Business Enterprise (BBE), Hispanic Business Enterprise (HBE), and Women Business
Enterprise (WBE), with Small Business Enterprise (SBE) in Sec. 2-8.1(i) of the Code,
relating to the Code of Business Ethics.

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

None.
V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

None,

DP o Last Updated: June 2, 2005
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT

RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE FINDWG OF NECESSITY STUDY FOR THE
BISCAYNE CORRIDOR AREA AND APPROVING THE PREPARATION OF A

COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT PLAN.
‘ Office of Community and Economic Development

L SUMMARY

The Board of County Commissioners (BCC) directed the County Manager in Faly 2004
to prepare a Finding of Necessity study as required by the Community Redevelopment
Act of 1969 (the “Act”) for the Biscayne Corridor area.
e Miami-Dade County Procurement issued a contract to Curtis & Kimball to
prepare the aforementioned study.
e The study concluded that slum and blight does exist in this area.

II. PRESENT SITUATION

The Act authorizes counties and municipalities in the State of Florida to create
community redevelopment agencies and to prepare redevelopment plans for certain
defined areas. The purpose of these redevelopment projects is to prevent and possible
eliminate the development of slum and blighted areas.

The Act also authorizes the County to delegate redevelopment after a finding has been
made determining that slum or blight exists, according to the Finding of Necessity study:
s Biscayne Corridor Area slum and blight exists in the form of inadequate street
layout, parking facilities, roadways, bridges or public transportation facilities;
faulty lot layout in relation to size, adequacy, accessibility or usefulness;
unsanitary and unsafe conditions; deterioration of site or other improvements,

II. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

In order for the County to proceed with Community Redevelopment, the Board must
adopt the Finding of Necessity Report and approve the respective Community
Redevelopment Plan, :

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

Miami-Dade County staff has reviewed the reports and submitted them to the Tax
Tncrement Financing and Coordination Committee for forther review. The County’s Tax
Increment Financing Coordinating Committee reviewed the Finding of Necessity report
and recommended its acceptance by the Board.

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

None,

ITS : Last update: 6/3/05
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE AWARD OF AGREEMENTS TO OPERATE:
MICRO LOAN PROGRAM, AMENDING THE CDBG FY 2002 AND 2004 ACTION
PLANS, AND AUTHORIZING $274,572 IN CDBG FY 2005 FUNDING FOR THE

PROGRAM.
Office of Community Economic Development

L SUMMARY

This resolution authorizes the County Manager to contract Partners for Self-Employment,
Inc. d/b/a Micro Business USA and Accion USA to administer the County’s Micro Loan
program. This resolution also reallocates $325,428 in recaptured funds from the 2002 and
2004 Micro Loan Programs to the fiscal year 2005 Micro Loan Program.

Total of both contracts (including recaptured funds): $600,000.
Partners for Self-Employment, Inc. d/b/a Micro Business USA will receive
$400,000 to administer the program, ‘

» Accion USA will receive $200,000 to administer the progr .

o Contract term: 1 year, renewable for up to 5 years on an annual basis.

II.  PRESENT SITUATION
Partners for Self-Employment, Inc.‘d/b/a Micro Business USA was selected in 1999 to
administer the County’s Micro Loan Program after a competitive process. That one-year
contract, with five annual options to renew, expired in 2004,
In a January 2005 Request For Application (RFA) process, Partners for Self
Employment, Inc. d/b/a Micro Business USA and Accion USA were the two companies
who scored the highest. .

. POLICY CHANGE AND.IMPLICATION

This item is consistent with County policy regarding the RFA process and the Micro
Loan Program. : .

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT
The program is being funded with CDBG dollars.
V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

e The County’s Micro Loan Program is popular among local entrepreneurs
and small businesses.

JTS Last updafe: 6/2/05
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e The Federal micro-loan program, which is administered by the Small
Business Administration (SBA), may be shut down completely in October
(see attached article).

e The Board of County Commissioners passed a resolution in Septermber
2004, urging the President and the United States Congress to restore
funding to the SBA Micro Loan Program as part of the 2005 federal
budget. '

JTS Last update: 6/2/05
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Papar: Miami Herald, The (FL)
Tithe: MIGROLOANS PROVIDE MASSIVE ASSISTANCE
Digte: April 18, 2005

Marlene Ramirez can radically change a parsdn‘s mood with iz mors than needle and thread. Since openihg an slterafions
shop In Coral Gables five months ago, she has seen it happen often. '

. sustoroer wlll come In and say, *1 feel a lithe fat,' and Ul tell them, “We'll just bring your dress in here, lengthen it there and
you'll laok great.' I've always thought this job is about helping people fransform," she said. :

That's why she narmed her shop Alter Ego.

" Buf Ramirez's own fransformation might not have happenad without & microloan - a very small loan designed to Jump-start
antreprensurs' busingsses. :

Jugtthree years ago, she was a Colombian refugee wotking muitiple meral jobe and trying fo get someone to balieve in her
project. :

| went fo at laast five differant banks and they all had their reasons for not lending ne money,” she said, "Bither | didn't have
& cradit history, orthey wanted a two-year employfnent history, It was aways somsthing.”

Finally, Ramirez stumbled across a nonprofit called Acclion USA, which lent her $5,200, She used the money 1o buy two
sewing machines and some suppliss, and the seads of Alter Ego ware planted. .

THKING AOCIDN.

Accién USA is one of & handful of organizations in South Florda that provide srmall loans to pecple with litlle or no credit |
higtory or a checkered financial past, : : .

Since 1t began operating here in 2003, Accion has glven out some 450 Yoans worth $71.8 million, said Luz Gomez, the
organizafion's Miami director,

Al of our clients héslcally don't have access to bank credit,” she sald, “Maybe they'rs new In{migran‘rs. or have & troubled
g:&dlt hia;:tury due fo a divorce or & bankruptay. Or parhaps if's the loan's elze; many commersial banks won't sonsider loans
fs small.” o :

In coming months, groups such as Acclon USA will become innraasingiy important to fledgling entrepreneurs as the Smak
Business Administration losas funding for Its own microlending program. ‘ :

In 2004, SBA Intermadiaries lent §317,000 to 112 small b_usinesses-:‘ i South Florida forough the micro~oan 7(m) program.
But urjess Congrass passes addifional funding, the program will shut down in October, the baginning of the hew fiscal year.

“There is duplication and overlap in severs) of our programs,” eaid Bruce Purdy, the SBA's acling chief of micro-enterpfise
and development in Washington, D.C. ““What the administration Is trying de is consolldate and make sure respurces are
maximized.” . .

- REPLAGEMENT PLAN
What the SBA is offering a6 a réplacement is the Gommunity Express Program,

Undar that plan, enftreprengurs can horrow up to $85,00li, including $25,000 without collateral, thraugh SBA»cefttﬁ'ed lendars,
And whils the SBA guarantees up to 85 percent of stich loans, the catch Is thatindividual banks have to approve them.

And thera's the rub, said John Brawn, the president and CEQ of the Buginess Loan Fund of the Palm Beaches -8 micro.

[
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enterprise iender thit eoUNts on the SBA'S SUPPOITL

“The [Community Express) program Is through banks, and people with imperfact credit are not going to gualify,” he said.
“That's why we exist, io help people who banks are saying no fo." :

Tha Loan Fund makes an average of 45 loans per year and provides fralning and technical asslstance 1o an addiional 200 to
300 snirepranaurs,

¥ we start cutting ald fo startups ahd peopls who want fo axpénd thelr bisiness, | think it's going o be chaotit - unless we
find another pot of money,” Brown said. .

SOME PROGRESS - 4

5ill, by most agcounts, the Community Express Program has been a success, Its pr:apﬂlarny helped boost SBA lvans in South
Flotida by 17 percent during the first half of the fiscal year. ,

And at a fime when the SBA Is smariing over accusatione that It favors larger companies, the program's cap has helped reln-
in the averags ioan size fo $133,000 - versus $285,000 just two years ago.

*The number of loans are increasing and the size of the loans are decreasing,” sald John Dunp, the assistant director of the
5BA's South Florida District Office. “What that tells us is that we're reaching small buginesses. . . . We're not too concermed
that thay haver't fundad fte microlsnding program].” _

But according te Diane Silverman, the acting director of Florkda International Univarsity's Instliute for Community. Innovation,
tha Corvmunity Express program misses the point.

“The whole valus of microlending s to build iow-income peaple up to the point whers they can get money fram the baznks,"
she sald, “Banke are not golng to lve these people maney oferwise.”

Although the SBA dign't help Rarmirez faunch Alter Ego, it sirikes ber gs odd that private deonors sgem te ba doing mors for
micro-entrapreneurs than the U5, government.

“It makes ma sad to think about peopis out there who might be struggling to do something with their lives but can't,” she said,
“For me, having my own business really is the American dream.” : -

Copyright {c) 2005 The Miami Herald

Author: JIM WYSS, wyss@herald.com
Secflon: Buginess Monday

Paga: 120

Copyright (6] 2005 The Miamf Herald

httj;:://infowah.newsbank0om!iwsaaroh/WeIInfeWeb/?pmmﬁunﬁrhlt&p“docidml09A836E..._ 5/6/2005



BCC Item 7(B)
June 7, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 26-33 OF THE CODE OF MIAMI-DADE
COUNTY RELATING TO THE PROGRAMMING PARINERSHIP PROGRAM;
IMPOSING IDENTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS AND REQUIRING PROOF OF
LEGAL IMMIGRANT STATUS ON PERSONS VOLUNITEERING AND WORKING FOR
PROGRAMMING PARTNERS; PROVIDING SEVERABILITY, INCLUSION IN THE

CODE, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE
Commissioner Javier D. Souto

L SUMMARY

U.S. employers must check to make sure all employees, regardless of citizenship or
national origin, are allowed to work in the United States. Certain persons may need a
work permit to prove they are authorized work in the United States, and certain persons
are excepted from needing a work permit. '

This ordinance provides that all Programming Partner staff must show proof of legal
immigrant status. It also provides that Programming Partner staff and permanent
volunteer coaches must wear photo identification while on County property and when in
direct contact with program participants.

1L PRESENT SITUATION

Programming Partners. This program provides a vehicle for the Park and Recreation
Department to build collaborative relationships with Programming Partners through a
process that fosters quality, equity and diversity in recreational and cultural programming
opportunities, while ensuring that both the County and its Partners are accountable for the
stewardship of County Park and Recreation Facilities. Programming Partners are not-for-
profit program service providers that are selected by the Department to provide programs
in County Park and Recreation Facilities. (See Chapter 26, Article It of the Code,
Programming Partner Program, and Administration Order 3-36)

According to the Park and Recreation Department, most Programming Partner
organizations are volunteer organizations for youth-oriented activities at County parks.

II.  POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

This ordinance provides that:

e All Programming Partner staff must show proof of legal immigrant status.

e The programming Partner shall keep the records of background checks (already
required of staff and volunteers with direct contact with program participants),
proof of immigration status. :

e Programming Partner staff and permanent volunteer coaches must wear photo
identification while on County property and when in direct contact with program
participants.

DP - Last Updated: June 2, 2005
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June 7, 2005

V. ECONOMIC IMPACT
None,
Y. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

The proposal does not specifically require the Programming Partner organization 1o
provide the picture identification for staff and permanent volunteer coaches, only that
such persons wear one, However, both the staff memorandum and IRCA committee
discussion anticipated that the Programming Partners must provide the photo
identification. Programming Partner organizations may not currently have a system of
picture identification for their staff or coaches.

The proposal does not require temporary volunteer coaches and other volunteers with
* direct contact with program participants to display picture identification.

This proposal reflects amendments that addressed concemns raised in committee over a
work permit requirement.

DP : \ Last Updated: June 2, 2005



BCC ITEMS 7(E) & 9(D)(1)(A)
June 7™, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

ITEM 7(E) ORDINANCE CREATING PROGRAM FOR EXPEDITED REVIEW AND
APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATIONS FOR GREEN BUILDINGS;
DEFINING GREEN BUILDINGS; PROVIDING FOR ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER;

CREATING SECTION 8-8 OF THE CODE.
Commissioner Katy Sorenson

ITEM 9(D)(1)(4) RESOLUTION AMENDING ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER 4-120:
RUILDING PERMIT PROCESS ALTERNATIVES
Building Department

I  SUMMARY
Items 7(E) and 9(D)(1)(A) should be addressed collectively.

Item 7(E) proposes an Ordinance that creates Section §-8 of the Code of Miami-Dade
County, allowing for the creation of an expedited permit program for structures that
incorporate environmentally sensitive design and construction methods.

Item 9(D)(1)(A) proposes a Resolution’ that revises Administrative Order 4-120,
incorporating Section 8-8 of the Code, allowing for the expedited review of permit
applications for green buildings to be implemented by the Building Department.

IL PRESENT SITUATION

Presently the Miami Dade County Building Code does not address green buildings. One
of three methods can be employed to expedite the Building Department’s permitting
process:
_» Section 8-7 of the Code allows for a County Department Director to request an
expedited process in respect to the construction, alterations, or repair of County
- owned buildings;
e Administrative Order 4-120 allows for the owner to take advantage of the
~ Professional Certification Program, utilizing a registered person to review the
permitting plans and inspect the building’s construction;
e Administrative Order 4-120 also allows for the Optional Expedﬂed Plan Review
Program.

In the Professmnal Certification Program, the Building Department functions as the
quality control measure, performing audit reviews of at least 20% of the permitting plans
submitted. The Building Department reviews all plans submitted under the Optional
Expedited Plan Review Program,

ENO Last update: 6/03/05
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June 7™, 2005

The Professional Certificate Program, although not considered an expedited procedure
but an alternative, has the added effect of accelerating the permitting process. Once
registered, the person reviewing and inspecting the structure sets their own schedule for
Teview.

I POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Section 8-8 of the Code will define and address the expedited permitting process of green
buildings.

The proposed revision of Administrative Order 4-120, Building Permit Process
Alternative, will integrate Section 8-8 of the Code, the expedited permitting process for
green buildings.

IV.  ECONOMIC IMPACT

No additional staff or monies would be required to handlé the additional review of green
buildings.

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

The Building Department will not have the additional responsibility to determine if a
building meets the criteria to be considered a green building. The applicant will have to
submit a letter from the Florida Green Building Coalition or the United States Green
Building Council indicating that the design has been registered or certified as a green
building at the time submitting expedited permit review application.

ENO ' Last update: 6/03/05



BCC ITEM 7(F)
June 7, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

ORDINANCE RELATING TO RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS; AMENDING SECTION 2-1 OF THE CODE OF MIAMI-DADE
COUNTY, FLORIDA; PROVIDING SEVERABILITY, INCLUSION IN THE CODE, AND

AN EFFECTIVE DATE ,
" Chairman Joe A. Martinez

L. SUMMARY

The 4-Day Rule requires a copy of each agenda item be delivered to the Commission not
later than 4 days before a vote may be called. The Ordinance amends Rule 5.05(b)(2)
regarding the placement of certain items on the agenda which were not delivered in
accordance with the 4-Day Rule, or not considered by a committee:
e Fxpands the exceptions to include items not subject to'committee review, board
appointments, office allocations, reports and supplements; _

e Replaces the provision that such items will be placed on the agenda upon the
signatare of seven Commissioners, with a provision requiring the written
concurrence of the responsible committee chair, if any, and the Commission
Chair; _

e Deletes the provision regarding items not delivered in accordance with the 4-Day
Rule and sponsored by the Manager.

Amending the Rules of Procedure requires a two-thirds vote.
II. PRESENT SITUATION

Sec. 2-1 of the Code provides for the rules of procedure for the Commission. Rule 1.01
provides that these rules may be amended by a two-thirds vote of the entire Commission,
except that in October or November of any even numbered year amendments may be
made by a majority vote of the entire Commission.

The 4-Day Rule, Rule 5.05(c), requires a copy of each agenda item be delivered to the
Commission not later than 4 days before a vote may be called. It is not applicable to
special or emergency meetings. This rule is waived unless a Comumissioner asserts its
provisions prior to the Board taking action. The 4-Day Rule may not be waived under
Rule 7.01(n), which provides for suspension of the rules by two-thirds vote of the
Commissioners present. :

Rule 5.05(b)(2) of the Rules covers proposed agenda items not delivered to the members
of the Commission in accordance with the 4-Day Rule, and those not considered by a
committee (with exceptions).

Rule 5.05(b)(2) provides that proposéd items not delivered in accordance with the 4-Day

Rule, and those not considered by a comumittee (except for alternates, substitutes, board
appointments, and office allocations) shall not be placed on the agenda unless

Dp , Last Updated: June 1, 2005



BCC ITEM 7(F)
June 7, 2005

accompanied by the signatures of seven Commissioners, Proposed items not delivered in
accordance with the 4-Day Rule (except for alternates, substitutes, reports and
supplements) and are sponsored by the Manager shall not be placed on the agenda unless
the Manager certifies that the item is time sensitive or is an emergency. These items need
3 two-thirds vote of the Commissioners present.

III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

The Ordinance amends Rule 5.05(b)(2) regarding items not delivered in accordance with
the 4-Day Rule, or not considered by'a committee, as follows:
 Expands the exceptions to the rule from specifically including items of board
appointments and office allocations, to a more general exception to include
items not subject to committee review (which includes board appointments,
office allocations, reports and supplements), and retains the specific items of
alternates and substitutes;
¢ Replaces the provision that such items will be placed on the agenda upon the
signature of seven Comunissioners, with a provision requiring the written
concurrence of the responsible committee chair, if any, and the Commission
Chair;
» Deletes the provision regarding items not delivered in accordance with the 4-
Day Rule and sponsored by the Manager. Such items also will be placed on
the agenda upon the written concurrence of the responsible committee chair, if
any, and the Commission Chair.

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT
None.
V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

None.

DP Last Updated: June 1, 2005



BCC ITEMS 7(G), 7(H)
June 7, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT

ORDINANCE GRANTING ENTERPRISE ZONE AD VALOREM TAX EXEMPTION
UNDER ORDINANCE 96-74 FOR WKL II AND ASSOCIATES, INC. d/b/a DENNY'S
RESTAURANT.

Office of Community and Economic Development

ORDINANCE GRANTING ENTERPRISE ZONE AD VALOREM TAX EXEMPTION
UNDER ORDINANCE 96-74 FOR PUBLIX SUPERMARKETS, INC.

Office of Community and Economic Development
L SUMMARY

The Office of Community and Economic Development (OCED) recommends that the
Board of County Commissioners (BCC) approve the ordinances granting Enterprise Zone
Ad Valorem Tax Exemption to WKL II and Associates, Inc. d/b/a Denny’s Restaurant
and Publix Supermarkets, Inc.

I[I. PRESENT SITUATION

The Enterprise Zone Ad Valorem Tax Exemption was authorized by the BCC through
Ordinance 88-27 and revised under Ordinance 96-74. In order to be eligible for the
exemption, a new or expanding business must create a minimum of five (5) new full-time

jobs. If 20% or more of the company’s employees are residents of an Enterprise Zone, the
exemption for that year will be 100% of the assessed value of all improved real property
or tangible personal property. If the company does not meet the 20% rule, then its
exemption will be limited to 50% of the assessed value. OCED will monitor the firm’s
compliance during the life of the exemption.

III.  POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION
None.

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

BCC Item 7(G) 7(H)

Company WKL IT and Associates, Publix Supermarkets, Inc.
Inc. d/b/a Denny’s
Restaurant

Projected Total Jobs 8 45

Projected New Jobs 8 45

EZ Employees 3 (37.5%) 14 (31%)

Total New Investment $2,100,000 $4,900,000

Term 5 years ' 3 years

Bxemption Per Year $4,473.19 $28,767.45

BM ‘ Last update: 6/2/05




BCC ITEMS 7(G), 7(H)
June 7, 2005

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

None.

BM Last update: 6/2/05
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

AMENDMENTS TO THE COMMUNITY SMALL B USINESS ENTERPRISE (CSBE)

PROGRAM ORDINANCE,
Business Development

L SUMMARY

This amendment to Section 10-33.02 of the Miami-Dade County Code pertaining to
County construction contracts and the Community Small Business Enterprise (CSBE)
Program will implement the following:

» PBxpand the financial assistance services to include short-term loans guaranteed by
the County;

e Increase eligibility of Level II and Level JII CSBE firms to compete for smaller
specialty trade contracts by allowing them to bid on contracts above $50,000
(previously were not able to bid on anything below $750,000); and

e Include “Material and Debris Hauling” as part of construction related trades.

11 PRESENT SITUATION

The CSBE Advisory Board would like to expand Level 1T & III firm’s opportunities to
compete for CSBE set-aside contracts. This is because once a firm goes from the Level
category to a Level IT or III category their opportunities decline drastically.

Currently, the majority of contracts that are set-aside for participation by CSBE’s and the
majority of the 7040 Miscellaneous Construction Contracts are awarded to Level I CSBE
firms. This is due in part to the dollar amount of these contracts falling below $750,000.
The certification size standards and contracting participation levels will remain
unchanged.

¢ According to staff, Level I and Level IIl CSBE firms participate in under 25% of
all construction contracts and less than 1% of specialty trades contracts.

NL  POLICY IMPLICATIONS

CSBE Firm Participation
The proposed amendments would allow the larger (Level Il and II) CSBE firms to

compete for smaller specialty trade contracts above $50,000, which they could not bid on
before.

Financial Aspect

The County would be the Guarantor for low to moderate risk firms in order to enable
 them to have a better opportunity to get loans. Direct County financial assistance to
CSBE’s was considered, but was not recommended because assisting them to obtain
commercial loans would establish relationships with a financial institution and strengthen
credit history.

BM Last update: 6/3/05
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Iv.

BM

ECONOMIC IMPACT

The County would guarantee 85% and as such would be liable for that percentage
in fhe event of the CSBE Firm going bankrupt etc.
The collateral for these loans is the actual contract.

COMMENTS

Unintended consequences could be that much fewer contracts would be awarded
to the smaller Level I Firms. :

An option to explore is guaranteeing only the Level I Firms loans or in the
alternative, Guarantee a lower percentage for the Level IT & III Firms.

Last update: 6/3/035
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

FIRST AMENDMENT TO DEVELOPMENT LEASE AGREEMENT WITH AIR SAL, INC
AT KENDALL-TAMIAMI EXECUTIVE AIRPORT

L

Aviation Department

SUMMARY

This resolution being recommended for approval by the BCC is the First Amendment to
the Development Lease Agreement with Air Sal, Inc. This amendment addresses a
concern of consistency within the Change of Ownership clause in their lease agreement.

IL

IIL.

TDW

PRESENT SITUATION

In 1'998', the BCC passed Resolution 949-98 approving a 25-year Development
Lease Agreement (No. T-131) between Miami-Dade County and Air Sal, Inc for
four (4) T-hangers. '

SECTION 9.03 (Change of OWnership) of the Development Lease Agreement
requires the lease agreement to automatically terminate upon Air Sal’s successful
transfer of ownership or control, irrespective of County approval.

Air Sal, Inc. is currently the only tenant on the north side of the airport that has
developed aeronautical use buildings.

Subsequent to Air Sal’s lease agreement, Falcon Trust Air and Tamiami Air both
agreed to lease agreements with the Aviation Department allowing them to
develop T-hangers on the south side of the airport.

Both Falcon Trust Air and Tamiami Air’s lease agreements contain language
allowing them to sell their business prior to County approval of the purchaser(s).

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The Aviation Department has recommended that we amend the lease agreement
we currently have with Air Sal, Inc. to provide consistent, nondiscriminatory

treatment among all similarly gituated tenants.

The department has expressed that Air Sal has been a tenant of the Tamiami
Executive Airport for some time and they are not aware of Air Sal’s desire to sell.

ECONOMIC IMPACT

N/A

Last update: 5/11/05
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V. COMMENTS

o Inthe past, tenants at the Tamiami Executive Airport have expressed being
slighted of maintenance services and other resources.

TDW : Last update: 5/1 1/05
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Air Sal

ot Kendall-Tamiami Executive Alrport

Aviation fuel services

Services

o Aviation fuel : Brand: Chevron

o Aircraft parking (ramp or tisdown) Fueling hours: 24 howrs a day

o Hangars

+ Hangar lease/sales Fuel prices as last reported on 14-Apr-20{5

¢ GPU/Power cart 100LL Avgas Self service $3.20

« Passenger terminal and lounge Jet A Qelf service $3.10

o Afrcraft maintenance

o Aircraft cleaning / washing / detailing Discounts: $0.25 per gal (100LL) for T-Hangar

» Afrcraft parts tenants

e Catering Prices include all taxes. Prices not guaranieed.
Contact information

Address: 14005 SW 127th St

Miami, FL 33186
United States of America
Telephone: (305) 251-1582 _
Fax: (305) 251-1966 L ] _ ‘ _ L
Email: airsal@belisouth.net | _ '

Comments from AirNav asers

Comments are submitted by their authors and do not reflect the op

Policy on Comments. :
AirNav's standard comment retention period is 3 years.

inion of AirNav, LLC. All comments niust adhere o AirNav's

From Dean Maheras on 25-Feb-2005 ' _ . .
Fuel depot right there as you taxi in. Definitely a great place to stop 1o fuel you and your plane.

From Dr. Vanghn DeCoster on 16-J an-2005 .
No ongé was aromnd when I arrived, almost went to one of the other FBOs. Not open on weekends

either. t's like a selfi-serve FBO, but the fuel was $2.68 (self-serve) in Miami! However, tie-down

Zr1amnnn
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BCC ITEM 8A(1)D
June 7, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ASSI GNMENT OF INTERAMERICAN CAR RENTAL
COMPANY, INC MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (MOU) TO GLOBAL RENT-
A-CAR COMPANY, INC (GLOBAL). '

Aviation Departmcnt
I. SUMMARY

This resolution approves the assignment of InterAmerican Car Rental Company, Inc.’s
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the Rental Car Facility (RCF) to Global
Rent-A~Car Company, Inc.

JI.  PRESENT SITUATION
o In 2004, Global approached the Aviation Department (MDAD) and expressed
their interest in the foture RCF. The deadlines for the RCF lapsed in 2001.

Alternative methods were provided to Global to allow them the opportunity to
participate in the RCF.

o  On February 25, 2005, InterAmerican Car Rental, Inc. and Global Rent-A-Car
agreed to an assignment for the Memorandum of Understanding RCF position.

e MDAD, Global, and the other current companies participating in the RCF have
discussed Global’s assignment and the opportunity to participate in
InterAmerican’s position. -

e After a number conference calls and meetings by the participating parties a
collective consensus has been made to allow Global the opportunity to participate
in the RCF. \

1.  POLICY IMPLICATIONS
" This resolution approves and validates the assignment between InterAmerican and
Global for the RCF Memorandum of Understanding position, ' ‘
IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT
e Global has applied for certification as a Local Small Car Rental (LSCR).
o Global’s LSCR certification is currently pending and they will be required to pay |

9% opportunity fees (rather than the 4.5%) unti] their LSCR. certification has been
granted. . ' : :

TDOW ' -  Lastupdate: 5/11/05
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V. COMMENTS

TDW Last update: 5/11/05



BCC ITEM 8(F)(1)(B)
June 7%, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING EXECUTION OF AN AMENDMENT TO LEASE
AGREEMENT AT 2125 BISCAYNE BOULEVARD, SUITE 400, MIAMI, WITH TOY 13,
INC, A FLORIDA CORPORATION, FOR PREMISES UTILIZED BY THE
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES FOR ITS FAMILY AND VICTIM SERVICES
PROGRAM;: AND AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER TO EXERCISE ANY AND

ALL OTHER RIGHTS CONFERRED THEREIN :
General Services Administration Department

I SUMMARY

This Resolution approves an increase of $43,798.32 in the lease agreement to operate
the Family and Victim Services Program at 2125 Biscayne Boulevard, Ste. 400.

I1. PRESENT SITUATION

For the utilization of 10,795 square feet of ofﬁaé space, the Department of Human
Services (DHS) is charged an annual rent of $205,104.96 ($19 per square foot).

III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

The amended lease extends the terms of the lease agreement for an additional two
years commencing on July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2007. For the utilization of the same
10,795 square feet of office space, DHS will be charged an annual rent of
$245,658.96 ($22.76 per square foot), This represents an increase of approximately
20%. The increase of $43,798.32 is composed of the additional lease rent of
$40,554.00 and management fees of $3,244.32. '

GSA states that the increase is due to the increase in market rates of properties in the’
surrounding area; however, the terms of the proposed lease is still Jower than the
market rents in the area, reported at $28.00 per square foot.

DHS wishes to continue its utilization of this office space for the following reasons:

Proximity to the Family Courthouse;
- Accessibility to public transportation;

Adequate security, and

Free parking for clients and staff.

ENO . o Last update: 6/03/05
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V. ECONOMIC IMPACT
An increase of $43,798.32 in the rental cost of office space.
V.  COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

Due to the landlord’s disinterest in renewing the proposed lease on June 30, 2007,
staff will have to identify a new location for the Family and Victim Services Programi.

ENO Last update; 6/03/05
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLUTION APPROVING SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT IN THE AMOUNT OF
$100,000 BETWEEN MIAMI-DADE COUNTY AND GREAT AMERICAN INSURANCE
COMPANY FOR CLAIMS RELATED TO GREAT AMERICAN’S INSURED, HEARD
COMMUNICATIONS, INC., D/B/A GATEWAY OUTDOOR AD VERTISING, FOR
OUTSTANDING PAYMENTS TO MIAMI-DADE TRANSIT UNDER CONTRACT NO.
TA92-OMT

Miami-Dade Transit Agency
L SUMMARY

This item seeks approval of a setflement with Great American Insurance Company (Great
American) for $100,000.

Great American provided insurance for Heard Communications, Inc. d/b/a Gateway
Outdoor Advertising (Gateway) in conjunction with Gateway’s contract (No., TA92-
OMT), with the County, for advertising rights on Miami-Dade Transit Buses, as well as
at Metrorail Stations.

1L PRESENT SITUATION

In December 1991, the Board of County Commissioners approved contract TAS2-OMT
with Gateway Outdoor Advertising, Inc., allowing Gateway to sell and provide
advertising on MDT Buses and at Metrorail Stations. The initial term of the contract was
for 5 years through 1997. However, through options to renew and extensions, Gateway’s
contract was extended through 2001,

The contract called for Gateway to pay Miami-Dade County a Minimum Annual
Guarantee (MAQ) or 60% of the Gross Annual Revenues, whichever 1s greater.

The MAG for the year 2000 was $1,949,571 (or 8155, 338 per month).

In April 2001, billing irregularities, late payments, and repeated failures by Gateway to
meet the MAG resulted in an audit (No. A16702) by the County’s Department of Audit &
Management Services.

The audit revealed that Gateway had destroyed billing records and failed to comply with
the County’s request to review other records.

In early 2002, Gateway filed for Chapter 11 bankruptey. At the time, it was
estimated that Gateway still owed the County $1.154,884.

*SEE ATTACHMENT 1

TG _ Last update: 6/3/05
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III.  POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

This settlement would release Great American from any further obligation as it relates to
' their representation of Gateway and Gateway’s on-going litigation with Miami-Dade
County. o

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

The County would receive $100,000 within 20 days, once the settlement agreement is
execnted and approved.

However, the County lost an estimated $1.1 million in revenues as 2 result of Gateway’s
failure to live up to the terms of this contract,

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
e  What was Great American’s Policy Limit for it’s coverage of Gateway?
o Ifthe policy limit was only $100,000, why did the County not require more
coverage, given that $100,000 did not even cover one (1) month of Gateway’s

proposed minimum guarantee?

o Wouldn’t this settlement prejudice the County’s position as it relates 1o the law
suit against Gateway?

» Ifthe County shows it is willing to accept pennies on the dollar, will Gateway be
willing to accept a settlement that calls for more?

e Was there a performance bond associated with this contract?

TG : Last update; 6/3/05
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Danny Alvarez, Divector DATE: June 26, 2001
' Miami-Dade Transit Apency '
: SUBJECT:  Audit Report —Hzard
% M Communicatiops, ine.
FROM: Cathy J , Director dfb/a Gateway Outdoor
Audit and Management Services Departient Advestising
PURPOSE AND SCOPE

As requested, we conducted an andit of Hesrd Communications, Ine, d/bfa Gateway Outdonr
Advertising (Gateway) for the three fiscal years ended September 30, 2000 10 ascertain propriety of
fees paid to Miagi-Dade Trangit Agency (MDTA) and assess the reasonablaness of revenne
prajections presented in its September 2000 bid propassl. 'We aiso verified compliance with the
MDTA. Adverfising Agreement dated December 23, 1991 for vehicles and Metrora | passenger
stations,

The scope of our audit was limited by, Gateway's noncompliance with Articls §, Section 5.05 -
Reports pf the Agreement, requiring customary secounting vecords be maimained, including balance
sheets, profit and loss stetements o conformity with generally-sccepted accounting principles,
during the term of the Agreement and for & minimuw of thres years aficr tecmination. Citing that
vash receipts journals were destroyed after Gateway’y anownl extemal mudit, we were ung ye to verify
the accuracy of nef revenues reported to the County during the audit period.

BACKGROUND

In 1991, the Board of County Commissianers (BCC) approved 2 five-yesr contract with Gateway
to sell advertising space on MDTA. vehicles and Metrorall passenger stations, Two pdd:tional twe-
year renewal options were approved extending the Agreement through December 31, 2000, Under
the' Agreement, the Comty received monthly the greater of a prorated annual minimun: guaranies
amount of $1.75, $1.81 and $1.95 million for fiscal years 1998 through 2000, respectively, or 60%
of net revenue. Amounts peid 1o the County for fiscal years 1998 through 2000 were $1.70, $1.12
and $1.49 million, respectively. Commencing January 2001, Gatewny was granted o one-yeat
extension, including a 90-day termination ¢lavse fo allow completion of the competitive bid selection
process, with the anderstanding that the anoual minisnum gouarantes would be increased to $l o8
million or $165,000 mouthly.

In response 1o the Request for Proposal (RFP) dated July 21, 2000, conforming bids were accepted
on Beptember 22, 2000 from Gateway and Transportation Displays, Inc. (TDI), A bid submitted by
Obie Media Corporation ((Obie) was rejected due o non.compliance with County Disedvantager
Business Enterprige (DBE) certification requirements. The Selection Cornmittes recomumended that
Gateway be awarded the new ﬁv&year contract based on technical and pricing aspects of s

proposal.
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Andit Repost - Heard Commiunications, Ine.

d/b/a Gateway Outdoor Adverfising

Page2 : : ;
SUMMARY RESULTS

Percemtnge Fee Papments

Notwithstending scope Hmitations discussed earlier, our audit disclosed Gateway curtencly owes the
County $744,387 in delinguent revenues (Table I,

Table I )
o ' Amount
Minimam Guarantse — Mawh fiwangh June 2004 650,350
Interest Charges 28,889

Unpaid Fee Remittance Doe ~ Oetober and Hovembar 1608 56,139
Total Belingueny Revenues  $744.387

The Apreement requires Gateway to remit the annuel minitum guaranteed amourt in equat
payments on the 1 day of each month and excess pescentage revenues by the 20™ of the: following
month. However our analysis disclosed payments wers delinquent an average 61, 180 and 48 days,
respectively, during each of the three years ended December 31, 2000, - This notwithstanding,
MDTA did not begin assessing the 18% interest penalty wntil April 2000, end sipos that time:
$49,376 hag been assessed, of which $28,889 is outstanding,

Fuyther, from Janvary 1999 through Angust 1999 Gatewny remitted only $100,000 insisad of the
$130,755 fee payments owed. Additionally, Gateway acknowledges it owes the County $56,139 for
revenues earned in excess of the minimur gusranfes for October and November 1998,

Rid Revenue Projections

Projected revepues submitted by Gatewny in its September 2000 proposal guamntees the Cyunty $20
million over the five years, which is almost triple the $7 million remitfed for the previous

comparable period (Table 10).
, Yable £
Previous Confract Proposed Miniwsm Grarants
Astan) Contract N
Viear Paymenis Year Gateway Obie T .
1996 % 12719657 i $ 2500000 0§ LESTOO0D 8§ £,10D000
1997 1,544,600 2 3,000,000 2,520,000 2,250,000
1998 1,754,060 3 4,000,000 3,410,000 2,500,000
Lo9g L7158 4 5000000 4,100,000 2,600,000
2600 1,493,445 5 6,000,000 4,555,000 2,900,000

T, 188,520 2,500,000 16,246,000 12,150,000

oM 1978076 , .
% 9,167,596 $ 20500000 S 16,446,000 % 13,150,000
fa e M e AR ’ . RO
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Audit Report~ Heard Communications, Inc.
Afv/a Gateway Outdoor Advertising
Paped

During the prior fivesyear contract period, Gateway remittances rarely exceeded the minimum
guarantes, (Gateway increased published rates 45% in 2001, however, based ot monthby reruittances
to the County, the minimum annpal threshold again will not be execeded.  Thit contradicts
Gateway's projections submitted in September 2000, whick assumes a 67% inerease in the Countv's
return (Table I in the fitst year of the propased conteact (2001). Snbsequent years roflect a 20%,
33%, 25% and 20% increase over sach previous year's revenug. Except for disclosing that rates were
increased 10% annually, Gateway would pot divalge the methodelogy used in deriving its
projections. Nonetheless, assuming significant sales vohane growth, a 70% oceupancy , comparable
antwal rate increases of 10%, & 30% discount rate and moderate fleet growth, the projections appear
achievable. : J :

At previpusly mentioned, Gatewray did not make complete récords available supporting reportzd
revenues and thas, we were unable to determine propiiety of revenues. Gateway'™s slaim that it
destroyed supporting records is not only a violation of contract terms, but condlicts with Internal
Revenue Service regnlations, which require such records be maiatained for three years, Before
MDTA managemient proceeds with contract negotiations, Gateway shonld bring paywents current
and be directed 1o make financial records available for firther inspection.' Moreover, Administrative
Order 3-29 prohibits awarding contracts to contraciors in arrears il all monies owed are paid in
full or the Connty has agreed with an approved payment plan.

Although Gateway plans o secure long-ferm financing to satisfy outstanding oblipations, prior
delinguent payment history raises doubts about its ability to mest proposed minimum annual fevenne
projections. To reduce the County s exposire, the Department should require a cash performance
bond equivalent to the proposed annual muinimum guarantes and strictly enforce assessment of
penalties for late payments.

We would Hke to exprase our appreciation for the courtesies and assistance extended to our staff
during the audit provess. Please provide a written response within 30 days ih accoxdance with
Administrative Otder 3-7. If you have any guestions or need additional information, plzase contatt
Maria L. Reyes, Awiit Managey, at 305-349-6128,

CTxmb : .

c: Torn David, Executive Agsitant to County Manager
Stave Spratt, Senior Assistaut to County Manager
Eric MeAndrew, BCC Chief Legislative Analyst

Acconding to MIVTA representutives, Gateway remitted two payments sgerszsting $329,680 on Jane 25% and June 26%,
reducing the amount sutstanding to $434,707. .



BCC ITEM 8(P)1(I) AND 8(P)1(J)
June 7, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

ITEM 8(P)I(I) CHANGE ORDER NO. AND FINAL SAFETY LIGHTING RETROFIT
CONTRACT NO. I PROJECT NO. 6216104

ITEM 8(P)1(J) CHANGE ORDER NO. AND FINAL SAFETY LIGHTING RETROFIT
CONTRACT NO. 2 PROJECT NO. 6216114

Public Works Department

L SUMMARY

» These Change Orders will provide retroactive payments for projects that have
been completed. '

II.  PRESENT SITUATION

» Both of these change orders involve contracts between Miami-Dade County and
Horsepower Electric, Inc.

» Horsepower provided the services needed to upgrade existing street lighting in
North Miami-Dade County and South Miami-Dade County to meet New Safety
Standards. All work within these two respective contracts was completed as of
March 15, 2004,

e On January 19, 2005, the County Manager issued debarment proceedings against
Horsepower Electric, Inc.

.  POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

» There were many unforeseeable changes that were made subsequent to the
contract being agreed to. The scope of work changed as a number of underground
- items made the project more complex and time consuming then agreed to within
the original contract.

» Note both of these change orders are 1st and final for their respective contract(s).
IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

8(P)I(I) CHANGE ORDER NO. AND FINAL SAFETY LIGHTING RETROFIT
CONTRACT NO. 1 PROJECT NO. 6216104 (South Miami-Dade)
¥ Original Contingency Fund: 3 90,909.09
This Change Order (1% and Final): $167,900.91
Total Amount for Change Order(s): 3258,810.00

TDW last update; 5/8/05



BCC ITEM 8(P)1(I) AND 8{P)1(J)
June 7, 2005

8(P)1(I) CHANGE ORDER NO. AND FINAL SAFETY LIGHTING RETROFIT
CONTRACT NO. 2 PROJECT NO. 6216114 (North Miami-Dade)

¥ Original Contingency Fund: 3 90,909.09
This Change Order (I* and Final): $ 90,872.91
Total Amount for Change Order(s): 3181,782.00

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

» The department has expressed that this is the last of the Horsepower Electric, Inc,
change orders/contracts they will be bringing before the BCC.

TDW last update: 5/8/05



BCC ITEM 9(K)(1)(A)
June 7™, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER'S ACTION IN RECEIVING
AND EXPENDING STATE FUNDS ALLOCATED FOR FISCAL YEARS 2005-2008 FOR
THE JUVENILE ASSESSMENT CENTER (JAC); AND AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY
MANAGER TO EXECUTE CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENIS AND NECESSARY

AMENDMENTS TO THE CONTRACTS :
Fuvenile Services Department

L SUMMARY

This Resolution authorizes the County Manager to receive and expend State of
Florida grant funds in the amount of $2,187,000 over a three year peried ($729,000
per year) to the Juvenile Services Department beginning from July 1, 2005 to June 30,
2008.

IL PRESENT SITUATION

Presently, the Juvenile Services Department (the ‘Department’) receives funding from
the Florida Department of Juvenile Justice in accordance with Florida Statute 985,

The provided attachment gives a breakdown of the Department’s sources of revenue.
III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

‘This will allow the allocation of state funds over the next three years (July 1, 2005 to
Tune 30, 2008) in the amount of $729,000 per year ($2,187,000 total) to help
supplement the operations of the Department.

IvV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

The funding provided by the Florida Department of Juvenile Justice impacts the
County positively,

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

On May 3, 2005, the Board of County Commissioners approved the creation of the
Juvenile Services Department by transferring the Division of Prevention Services -
(DPS) and the Tuvenile Treatment for Safer Communities (TASC) Division from the
Department of Human Services to the Juvenile Assessment Center (JAC). The
creation of the Department does not alter the grant finding provided by the Florida
Department of Juvenile Justice. However, the Department will have to submit the

proper paperwork to reflect its creation.

ENO Last update: 6/03/05
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BCC ITEM 11(A)(13)
June 7, 2005 '

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLUTION RELATING TO EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES IMPACT FERS

L

Commissioner Bruno A. Barreiro

SUMMARY

This resolution directs the County Manager to take the steps necessary to implement
Florida Statute section 1002.33(18)(f), which provides for designation of educational
facilities impact fees generated by new development to be utilized for the creation of
Public Charter 8chools to serve the 1‘espective development.

il

m.

TDW

On April 12, 2005, this item was approved by the Infrastructure and Land Use
Committee and sent to BCC without Recommendation.

On May 5, 2005, this item failed due to a 5-5 vote by the Board of County
Commissioners.

This item has now been brought back to the BCC for reconsideration, at the
request of Commissioner Barreiro.

PRESENT SITUATION

Miami-Dade County has impact fees collected from real estate developers to
alleviate and offset the monetary impact of new expenses that would be placed
solely on the constituents of the County.

School Impact fees are one-time payments from real estate developers to school

districts used to build school improvements needed to accommodate new real

estate development. '
(Agenda Item 6(M)(1)(A)- Resolution Approving First Amended Interlocal
Agreement with School Board Regarding Impact Fees—July 25, 2000)

In Miami-Dade County, an Impact Fee Rate Schedule (dttachment 1) determines
the fee developers must pay. Impact fees for schools have a flat rate developers
must pay per unit based upon the type of residential community being developed.

POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

The County Manager is directed to take the necessary steps in implementing
Florida Statute section 1002.33(18)(f), which will allow the funding of charter
schools for new developments through the assistance of impact fees. (In Florida,
all charter schools are publi¢ schools.)

Last update: 6/3/05



BCC ITEM 11(A)(13)
June 7, 2005

» In theory, charter schools are created to expand the capacity of the public school
system by providing innovative learning methods as well as opportunities to
mitigate the educational impact of new developments.

+ Allowing impact fees to go toward the creation of new charter schools will
improve the timely construction of educational facilities needed to adjust to
population expectations of new developments.

Miami-Dade County School Board’s Position:

*  On April 12, 2005, representation from Miami-Dade County School’s
(MDCS) expressed they were against this proposed resolution.
I

~ » MDCS representatives believe:

1. Any diversion of funding may burden the ability for new
school growth as well as additional financial forecasting;

2. This proposal may hinder MDCS Superintendent Dr. Rudolph
F. Crew’s 5 year plan;

3. This proposal will have a direct conflict with Section 18 of the
Impact Fee Interlocal Agreement with the Miami-Dade County
Schools.

« Pursuant to Section 18, if the County modifies impact
fees subsequent to MDCS pledging funds to financial
agreements the County may be responsible for any
shortfall.

(Aftachment 2- July 25, 2000 Agenda Jtem 6(M){(1)(A)-
Section 18 of the Resolution Approving First Amended
Interlocal Agreement with School Board Regarding Impact
Fees.)

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT
e While this propbsal addresses the positivé possibility of supporting newly
developed charter schools there may be 2 negative impact to funding schools that
are already in existence.
» Itis premature to approximate the fiscal impact this will pose for the County or
the School system because the County Manager has not established the necessary

steps to implement such legislation.

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

TDW - Lastupdate: 6/3/05



Attachment #1

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY IMPACT FEE RATE SCHEDULE - Effective October 1, 1995

LAND USE ROAD ROAD FYRHE POLICE HCHOOL PARKS PARES PARKS TUNITS
W77 AVE E 77 AVE nIeT 1 DIST 2 DIST 3
tort and Terminal ¥ eW 8 8T Middle S 8w 184 BT
Truck Terminals $1,E5 $1.477 $0.1664 40.147 s, fr.
tndustrial
Induetrial Park $1.096 51,044 $0.1664 50,147 sy, ft.
Mapufacturing 40.6085 $0.577 50.1664 a0.147 wg. ft.
Warehousing _80.767 40,731 50.1664 ap.147 ag. ft.
Mini-Warshouse - 50.41 40,381 50.1664 50.147 s, ft.
Regidential
Single Family Detached 41,307 81,242 $176.73 $101.28 4612.00 47.,452.40 §$1,232.28 5B42.80 unit
Total road, fire, police, park & mchool W. 77 Ave, §3,650.42 $3,419.30 $3,038,82
E., 77 Ave. §%,586.42 $3,354,30 $2,874.82
plus (max, 3,800 sq. f£t. per umit) $0.818 pg. Et.
Apartment (Rentals) %983 5936 5187.39 £101.29 5612,00 4741175 5725 .63 $540.73 unit
. fotal road, fire, police, park & school W. 77 Bve. #2,628.43 $2,600.31 82,424.41
B, 77 Ave. $2,878.43 $2,562.31 §2,377.41
plue (max. 3,800 sg., ft. per unit) $0.818
Condeminiuom se2l 5877 3187.39 2101.29 5612.00 §741.7% 8725.62 45%40.73 unit
Total road, Fire, police, park & school W, 77 Ave. $2,563,42 $2,547.31 $2,362.41
B, 77 Bwve. $2,519,43 £2,503.31 £2,318.41
plus (mex. 3,800 =g, ft. per unit) $0.918 sg. ft.
Townhoukes 8821 5877 5187.3¢9 8101.29 8612.00 41,247.01 5008.68 §785.83 unde
Total road, five, police, park & school W. 77 Ave. 33,068,690 £2,820.36 $2,607.51
E. 77 BRve. $3,024,65% $2,776.36 #2,563.51
plug (max. 3,800 sq. £t. per unit) $0.918 sg. ft.
Mobile Home 5756 8720 8176.73 $101.28 86212.00 41,453.40 £1,222.28 4842.80 unit
Total road, fire, police, park & school W. 77 Ave. £3,089,.4% %2,868.20 §2,488.82
E. 77 Ave, £3,063.42 §32,832.30 §2,452.82
plus (max. ¥,800 mg. ft. per unit) 40.518 gg. ft.
Lodering
Hotel 81,0094 1,042 50.3848 £0.147 room/sg. ft.
Motel 81,281 51,220 50.3848 50,147 room/sg. ft.
Recreational
Marina 3465 2443 $0.2912 80,147 berth/sg. ft.
Golf Conree 55,910 55,632 50.2912 40,147 hele/sg. ft.
Racgusat. Club 86,745 86,427 s0.2912 50,147 Court/meg. ft.
Instituticonal
HElementary School 331 430 s0.2912 50,147 St., Sta./mg. ft.
High Sohool 81237 §121 50,2012 50.147 8%, Sta./sqg. ft.
Jr. /Community College 8209 5199 50,2012 50.147 Bt. Sta./sg. ft.
Tniversity 8373 4355 s0.2212 50.147 : 8t. Sta./sq. ft.
Chareh/Synagogue S50.857 40.817 £0.2912 40,147 . gqg. ft.
Day Care Center 41.138 $1.085 50,2912 40.147 sg. ft.
Medical -
Hospital 31.543 $1..470 %0.3848 50.147 . ft.
Nursing Heme 5239 228 &0.,3848 50.147 ‘ bed/sq. It.
Qifice
General Office Building
1 -~ 50,000 42.607 B2 .404 £0.,2382 $0.147 sy, ft.
50,001 « 100,000 82.206 %2.102 50.2382 50.147 : ag. ft.
100,001 -~ 200,000 S1.8B63 51.775 40.2392 s0.14%7 . sy, ft.
200,001 « 300,000 81.693 $51.614 $0.23892 50,1479 agy. ft.
300,001 « 400,000 81,566 £1.482 $0.2382 50.147 ay. ft.
400,401 - S00,000 $1.486 £1.416 40.2382 $0.147 gyg. ft.
500,001 « 600,000 $1.423 51.356 40,2392 $0.14% ag. ft.
600, 001 - 700,000 81.3%76 51,310 $0.2392 $0.147- ' eg. ft.
700,001 « more §1.33 81.268 $0.2382 $0.14%7 sg. ft.
Medicsl Office Bullding $3.142 82,984 $0.23092 $0.147 , gg. ft.
Research: Center $1l.211 31.184 40.2392 80,147 . gg. e,
Businegs Park $2.259  B2.LE3 50.2392 50.147 : , g ft.
Retail
1 - 10,000 42,408  $2.294 $0.2512 50.147 : @, ft,
10,001 ~ 50,000 $1.317 &81.25% s0.2912 50.147 s, ft.
50,001 « 100,000 $1.01% s0.967 50.2912 50.147 s, ft.
100,001 - 200,000 52.606  82.483 $0.2912 $0.147 ‘ mef. ft.
200,001 - 300, 000 52,367 42.256 50.2912 s0.147 ’ . f.
300,001 - 400,000 $3.,766 43,589 30.2912 80,147 meg. £t
400,001 - 500, 000 83,585 53,417 80,2912 s0.147 g, ft.
500,001 - 600,000 53,486 %3.322 80.25812 50.147 . ft.
800,001 - 800,000 $3.408 43,249 $0.2812 50,147 . . ) g, ft.
800,001 -~ 1,000,000 83.431 43,2689 50.2912 50.147 me. £,
1,000,001 - 1,200,000 83.474 53,311 50.2912 50.147 . £t
1,200,001 « more 83.374 §3.215 20.2912 50.147 s, fo.
Barvices
Nursery Garden 52.02 41.825 50.2912 40.147 sg. ft.
tualitv Restaurant 411.38 4108458 0.2912 40.147 ' ger. froo

@PJL SET USERNAME="TDW"
@PJL SET IPADDRESS="10.5.10.141:57863"
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Bank (Walk-in} £2.02 41,925 80.2382 50.:.47 sg. ft.
Bark (Drive-in} $3.81 83,631 40.2382 50,147 pe. fE.
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Atiachment #2

13, RIGHT DR INSPECTION, The perties {nall cach have. the vight to request the
review of the records of the other as to the receipt, allocation and expenditure of Impact Feas,
including zecords as fo the issuance of building permits. All requests for such inspections shall
e masde in writing and with reasonable notice,

14, MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT, If is whderstood fhat the School Board has 2
comhination of hoth siste and local tevenne, ofher fign {mpact fee revenus, 2vailable for the
purchase and constmetion of pew and expanded edwcationel fasilities end capital assets. The
Sehaol Board agrees oot to utilize Impact Fes Monies)as a fil] or paviial replacement of such
fimds for current or future sapital projects. Tmpact Fee Monies will be nsed only to fund

. pdditional facilities and capital assets necessitated by the immpacts of new development that could

not ofperwise been afforded, swithin the same benefit district i which the funds are collected.

| 15, SCHOOL BOARD APPROVAL. Contribbfions inien-of jmpact foes, altematiye
methods of payment, or land dedications shell not be aceepted except as approved in writing by
the School Board of its authorized designes, ,

16. SEVERARBIUITY, If any itemn or provision of this Agrsement, or the application
thereof n any person OF CiYCHMAANGSS shall, to any extent, be held invalid or mmenforceable, the
remainder of this Agreement, or the application of such terms or provisions, other than thoge 48
ta which it iz held mwvalid or anenforceable, shall not be affected and every other temm and
provision of this Agreerent chall be desmed valid and enforcedble fo the extent permitied by

Tartw, ‘

17. EFEECTIVE DATE AND TERM, This Amendment shall become effective upon
the gignature of the last party, and shall remain in full fa;mc and effect for a period of thirty (30)
veours from the effective date. Any agreement, including brt not Hmited to developer
agreements, consribution in-Hen-of irapact fee agreements and leass-purchase agrogments (e
Seats School “EEE" and State School ey, enfered dnto pursuant 10 the original Intetlocal
Agreement, dated September 28, 1995, ghall be govemed by the terns aud sonditions of the
original Interlocal Agreement. In the event that the Sehopl Board elests to buy out and refinence
any lease-purohase agreement entered info pursuant to'the originel fmtarlocal Agreernsnt, the
refinanced project shall be govemsd by the terms and condifions of this First Amended

Agraement.

18, COUNTY RES PONSIBILITIES. In the event iropact fee revennes available for
payments tader 2 lease-purchase agreement or pther roulti-year finanoing method entered into by

the Sohool Board pursvant to this agreement are redused to an zmonot which i less than the -
payment e, the Comnty agrees 1o be responsible for thé shortfell smount if eugh reduction is &

 dirert result of repealing or modifying the Tmpact Fes Oridinance or Magunal, or the imposition of”

4 moratoriurg porskent to Sections 33-319 and 23320 of the Cods of Miami-Dade Connty, and if
such action is taken by the Clounty efier the date of the Jemser purchass agraement or other multi-
year finzncing method. Tnsll ofhér actions taken by Niami-Dade County, the Clonmty shall oot
be responsible for any shortfall of impact feps, Tt is understood fhat impact fee tevemmes
avaflable for payments shall mean 2ll impaot fons encrunbersd with yespact 10 2 particulsr leage-
purchase agreement of other mlfi-year financing reethod; together with 4ll ofher impact fee

(% T .
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revenne dne mder the upact Fee Ordinance, Tn the svent jmpdct fep vevermes available for
urchase agregment or other rnlti-year financing method entered inio by

payments under a lsase-p
the School Board prrsuant to fhis agreement ar8 voduced to an amount which is Jess than the

payments dne, aud the Sehool Board pays such shortfall in the peyments fom 4 non-impact fee
rovenne soures, the School Board cull be entitled fo be reimbursed for the shortfall payrments

from aubsequent year Inpact fee veverues, 1o the exient wvaileble,

19. NOTICE OF VIDLATION, Unless otherwise provided for heretn, in the event
eithor pexty violates any provision of the Agresment, the violator shall be ghven waitten notice by
the ofher party that a violation has ocemred. The wiitten notice shall state the nature of the
purported violstion and ghall be transmitted by sartified retrn recsipt mail. The vielstar shail

nse diligent good. fatth efforts to cure the violation within thivty (30} days.

IN WITNESS WHEREQF, the parties have duly executed this Agreement by their duly

) 4 puthorized representatives this day of , 2000. ' ,

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY,
By ITS BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS

ATTEST: . By:_ .

P County Manager
. |
N Dﬁ?ﬂt}’ Clﬁl‘lt ' \

SCHOOL BOARD OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA

i
1

ATTEST: | . Byl
‘ Supesiatendent

vJBy:' .



